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members and supporters, lacking in Af-
ghanistan the popular support that in
other wars have enabled guerillas to
blend into the landscape, were left to
fight an armed conflict in which our
side could readily prevail, as we have
done.

Meanwhile, the vast majority of
countries, including some longtime ad-
versaries, have lined on up on our side.
Their cooperation has been and will re-
main important in our war effort, in
the war against terrorism. The war has
also opened doors that have been shut
for many years. Opportunities have ex-
panded for cooperation on issues of mu-
tual concern. As the President said
yesterday at the Citadel:

All at once, a new threat to civilization is
erasing old lines of rivalry and resentment
between nations. Russia and America are
building a new cooperative relationship.

We must seize the opportunity that
this war has afforded us. Clausewitz
long ago explained that triumph in war
lies not so much in winning battles,
but in following up on your victories.
The same is true in the broader arena
of international politics. We must fol-
low up on the cooperation of the mo-
ment and turn it into a realignment of
forces for decades to come—so that our
grandchildren and great-grandchildren
can look back on the 21st century and
say that it did not replicate the car-
nage of the 20th century.

How many Presidents get that oppor-
tunity? How many times does a nation
have that potential?

Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty
will not make nonproliferation, which
should be our highest priority and
which combats our clearest danger,
any easier to achieve. I find that espe-
cially worrisome.

A year ago we were on the verge of a
deal with North Korea to end that
country’s long-range ballistic missile
program and its sales of missiles and
missile technology. Now we seem far
away from such a deal, pursuing in-
stead a missile defense that will be
lucky to defend against a first-genera-
tion attack, let alone one with simple
countermeasures, until the year 2010 or
much later. What good will a missile
defense in Alaska do, if North Korea
threatens Japan or sells to countries
that would attack our allies in Europe,
or sells to terrorist groups that would
put a nuclear weapon in the hull of a
rusty tanker coming up the Delaware
River or into New York Harbor or San
Francisco Bay? How does withdrawal
from the ABM Treaty help defend
against those much more realistic,
near-term threats?

What expenditures of money are we
going to engage in? How are we going
to deal with what Senator Baker, our
Ambassador to Japan and former Re-
publican leader, said is the single most
urgent unmet threat that America
faces, made real by the knowledge that
al-Qaida was trying to purchase a nu-
clear capability?

We must corral the fissile material
and nuclear material in Russia as well
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as their chemical weapons. The Baker-
Cutler report laid out clearly for us a
specific program that would cost $30
billion over the next 8 to 10 years, to
shut down one department—the nu-
clear department—of the candy store
that everyone is shopping in.

Senator LUGAR actually went to a fa-
cility with the Russian military that
housed chemical weapons. He describes
it as a clapboard building with windows
and a padlock on the door, although its
security has been improved with our
help. He could fit three Howitzer shells
in his briefcase. Those shells could do
incredible damage to America.

How does withdrawal from the ABM
Treaty defend against any of that?
Which is more likely—an ICBM attack
from a nation that does not now pos-
sess the capability, with a return ad-
dress on it, knowing that certain anni-
hilation would follow if one engaged in
the attack; or the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction tech-
nology and weaponry, so it can be used
surreptitiously?

If you walk away from a treaty with
Russia, will that make Russia more in-
clined to stop its assistance to the Ira-
nian missile program? Or will Russia
be more attempted to continue that as-
sistance? Russia has now stated, in a
change from what they implied would
happen after Crawford, that expansion
of NATO, particularly to include the
Baltic States, is not something they
can likely tolerate—not that we should
let that influence our decisions on
NATO enlargement. Which do we gain
more by—expanding NATO to the Bal-
tic States, or scuttling the ABM Trea-
ty with no immediate promises of gain-
ing a real ability to protect against
any of our genuine and immediate
threats? If we end the ABM Treaty,
will Russia stop nuclear deals of the
sort that led us to sanction Russian in-
stitutions, or will it cozy up to Iran’s
illegal nuclear weapons program?

The President made nonproliferation
the No. 2 priority yesterday and mis-
sile defense No. 3. I truly fear, however,
that his impending actions on that
third priority will torpedo his actions
on his No. 2 priority. If that should
occur, we and our allies will surely be
the losers.

So far, the administration’s conduct
in the war on terrorism has shown dis-
cipline, perseverance, the ability to
forge international consensus, and the
flexibility to assume roles in the Mid-
dle East and in Afghanistan that the
administration had hoped it could
avoid. In this regard, the American
people have been well served, and I
compliment the President.

The war is only 3 months old, how-
ever, and the new patterns of coopera-
tion and support are young and fragile.
We should nourish them and build on
them. This is not the time to throw
brickbats in Geneva or to thumb our
noses at treaties.

We read in Ecclesiastes: A time to
tear down and a time to build up. In
Afghanistan and elsewhere, we are
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rightfully and wonderfully tearing
down the Taliban and al-Qaida. But if
our victories are to be lasting and give
lasting benefit, we must simulta-
neously build up the structures of
international cooperation and non-
proliferation. The opportunities af-
forded by a war will not last forever.
Today the doors to international co-
operation and American leadership are
wide open. But if we slam them shut
too often, we will lose our chance to re-
structure the world and we will be con-
demned to repeat the experience of the
last century, rather than move beyond
it.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——

AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION,
AND RURAL ENHANCEMENT ACT
OF 2002—Continued

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
been on this bill now—we started Mon-
day with debate. We had good amend-
ments offered yesterday, with full dis-
cussion. Today we have had a vote on
Senator LUGAR’s bill, which was in the
form of an amendment.

I hope during the next few hours we
can have other amendments offered.
We are arriving at a point—staff has
drawn up a unanimous consent request
that I, at a later time, will propound to
the Senate. That will be that there be
a finite list of amendments so we know
the universe from which we are work-
ing.

On our side, I say to my friend from
Indiana, it appears we have just a few
amendments, a very few. Maybe some
of those won’t even require a vote.

I have been told by various people on
the minority side that they have some
amendments to offer. I saw here, a
minute ago, my friend from New Hamp-
shire. He usually offers a sugar amend-
ment. That is what he might be doing
today.

In short, in the not too distant future
I will seek approval by unanimous con-
sent agreement to have a time for a fi-
nite list of amendments, and then, of
course, after that we will ask that
there be a cutoff period for the filing of
amendments. So I will just put every-
one on alert that is what we are going
to do. I hope we can move this legisla-
tion along.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I have lis-
tened to the Democratic assistant lead-
er, the whip. I appreciate the sense of
urgency of moving this legislation at
this late hour.

We are dealing with a 5-year agricul-
tural policy for our Nation. There is no
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question that it is critical and nec-
essary that we deal with it. He and oth-
ers have chosen to bring it before this
body in the final hours of what should
be a week toward recess or adjourn-
ment, awaiting the next session. I had
hoped this would not be the case, but it
is.
I would truly appreciate—and I think
American agriculture would appre-
ciate—a full debate. We have had that
on the bill of the ranking member, Sen-
ator LUGAR—his alternative. It was im-
portant because it is a clear point of
view that needs to be—must be—de-
bated. We will have other alternatives
up. I think the Cochran-Roberts alter-
native provision to the Harkin bill ex-
presses clearly a balanced approach to-
ward a 5-year agricultural policy.

The Senator from Nevada has within
the Harkin bill a provision that, for
western Senators and arid Western
States, is an issue that is an anathema
to western water law and the rights of
States to determine the destiny of
their own water. I and others will want
to engage the Senator from Nevada on
that issue. That could take some time.

I know of a good number of amend-
ments that I think will be coming. The
Senator from New Hampshire is now on
the floor to offer an amendment in re-
lation to the sugar program that is
both within the Harkin provision and
in the Cochran-Roberts provision.
That, again, is another important issue
for many of the Western States and
many of the Southern States. My guess
is it will deserve a reasonable and right
amount of debate. In my State of
Idaho, hundreds of farmers will be im-
pacted, depending upon the success or
failure of this amendment.

What I am trying to suggest to the
Senator from Nevada is that even at a
late hour and this rush to get things
done, you don’t craft 5-year policy in a
day or in a few days. You do a year’s
policy, oftentimes, because we know we
will come back to revisit it again and
again every year.

We hope that when we are through
here, our work product will be
conferenced with the House and with
the Secretary of Agriculture and this
administration in a way that will es-
tablish a clear set of directions for pro-
duction agriculture in this country. We
know that production agriculture over
the last good number of years has suf-
fered mightily, under a situation of at
or below break-even costs for commod-
ities, for all kinds of reasons.

The chairman of the Agriculture
Committee is trying to remedy that in
his bill. The ranking member has of-
fered an alternative, and others will
offer alternatives that have to be de-
bated. I cannot, nor will I, support a
rush to judgment.

Agriculture policy for my State is
critical to the well-being of the No. 1
feature of Idaho’s economy, and we
cannot decide simply, on the eve of
Christmas, in an effort to get things
done quickly, that we debate some-
thing that does not expire until next
September.
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While I think we have adequate time
this week to do so, and maybe next
week, to address other issues—because
it appears we will be here for some
time—then we must do it thoroughly
and appropriately. I hope the Senator
will not push us to try to get us to a
point of collapsing this into just a few
more hours of debate. It is much too
important to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
AKAKA). The Senator from Nevada is
recognized.

Mr. REID. I say briefly to my friend
from Idaho, the Senator answered his
own question—certainly mine. There is
a lot to do on this bill. I acknowledge
that. But we completed our last vote
before 11 o’clock today. For the last
hour, we have basically listened to peo-
ple talking about the stimulus bill and
the antiballistic missile treaty. The
reason they have been talking about
those things is there is nothing hap-
pening on the farm bill.

If we have these important issues—
for example, everyone is familiar with
the Cochran-Roberts legislation—let’s
get them here and get them voted on.

I am happy to see my friend from
New Hampshire here. The distinguished
Senator has always had a real issue
with how sugar is handled. Good, he is
here. Let’s debate this and vote on it.

I hope, with other matters raised by
the Senator from Idaho, people will
come forward and do that, that we not
have a slow walking of these amend-
ments. We are not trying to rush any-
one into anything. But we are saying
when there is downtime here when peo-
ple are not doing anything relating to
the farm bill, it is not helping the
cause. That is why I think no matter
how many amendments there are,
there should be a time for filing those
amendments.

We are arriving at a point where I am
going to ask consent to have a finite
list of amendments, and we are going
to see if they will agree to have a cut-
off time for filing amendments. If that
is not the case, then other action will
have to be taken.

This legislation is important to
America. We are doing everything we
can to move it as expeditiously as pos-
sible. It is unfortunate that we are
working under time constraints. That
is how it works in the Senate. We are
always busy. There is always some-
thing coming up, this holiday or that
holiday. The fact is, the farming com-
munity of America is more concerned
about getting this legislation done
than when we go home.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I come to
the floor to offer an amendment on be-
half of myself, Senator LUGAR, and
Senator MCCAIN, cosponsors of the
amendment. This amendment deals
with what has been a fairly well-de-
bated and discussed issue in our farm
policy; that is, how we price sugar in
this country. The sugar program in
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this country has been, in my humble
opinion, a fiasco and an atrocity with
the inordinate and inappropriate bur-
den on American consumers for years.
I call up my amendment.
AMENDMENT NO. 2466 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2471
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
GREGG], for himself, Mr. McCCAIN, and Mr.
LUGAR, proposes an amendment numbered
2466 to amendment No. 2471.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To phase out the sugar program
and use any resulting savings to improve
nutrition assistance)

Beginning on page 54, strike line 1 and all
that follows through page 87, line 8, and in-
sert the following:

CHAPTER 2—SUGAR
Subchapter A—Sugar Program
SEC. 141. SUGAR PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 156 of the Federal
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of
1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272) is amended—

(1) in subsection (e), by striking paragraph
(1) and inserting the following:

‘(1) LoANS.—The Secretary shall carry out
this section through the use of recourse
loans.”’;

(2) in subsection (f), by striking 2003’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘2006’’;

(3) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub-
section (j);

(4) by inserting after subsection (h) the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) PHASED REDUCTION OF LOAN RATE.—
For each of the 2003, 2004, and 2005 crops of
sugar beets and sugarcane, the Secretary
shall lower the loan rate for each succeeding
crop in a manner that progressively and uni-
formly lowers the loan rate for sugar beets
and sugarcane to $0 for the 2006 crop.’’; and

(5) in subsection (j) (as redesignated), by
striking ‘2002’ and inserting ‘‘2005’.

(b) PROSPECTIVE REPEAL.—Effective begin-
ning with the 2006 crop of sugar beets and
sugarcane, section 156 of the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996
(7 U.S.C. 7272) is repealed.

SEC. 142. MARKETING ALLOTMENTS.

Part VII of subtitle B of title III of the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C.
1359aa et seq.) is repealed.

SEC. 143. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

(a) PRICE SUPPORT FOR NONBASIC AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES.—Section 201(a) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1446(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘milk, sugar beets, and
sugarcane’ and inserting ‘¢, and milk”’.

(b) POWERS OF COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA-
TION.—Section 5(a) of the Commodity Credit
Corporation Charter Act (15 U.S.C. Tl4c(a)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘(other than sugar
beets and sugarcane)’ after ‘‘agricultural
commodities’.

SEC. 144. CROPS.

Except as otherwise provided in this sub-
chapter, this subchapter and the amend-
ments made by this subchapter shall apply
beginning with the 2003 crop of sugar beets
and sugarcane.

Subchapter B—Food Stamp Program

SEC. 147. MAXIMUM EXCESS SHELTER EXPENSE
DEDUCTION.

(a) FISCAL YEARS 2002 THROUGH 2004.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 5(e)(7)(B) of the
Food Stamp Act of 197 (7 U.S.C.
2014(e)(7)(B)) is amended—

(A) in clause (v), by striking ‘“‘and” at the
end; and

(B) by striking clause (vi) and inserting the
following:

“(vi) for fiscal year 2002, $354, $566, $477,
$416, and $279 per month, respectively;

“(vii) for fiscal year 2003, $390, $602, $513,
$452, and $315 per month, respectively; and

““(viii) for fiscal year 2004, $425, $637, $548,
$487, and $350 per month, respectively.”’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection take effect on the
date of enactment of this Act.

(b) FISCAL YEAR 2005 AND THEREAFTER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 5(e)(7) of the Food
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(e)(7)) is
amended by striking subparagraph (B).

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this subsection takes effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2004.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield for a question, again, I
am not trying to hurry the Senator.
Does the Senator have any idea how
long his statement will take?

Mr. GREGG. My statement won’t
take more than about 15 or 20 minutes.
I understand Senator McCAIN will
speak and Senator LUGAR may wish to
speak. I don’t know how long anyone
else will want to take. I am going to
ask for the yeas and nays as soon as
our dialog is over.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, there are
only meetings going on from 1 until 2
o’clock. If we could vote at quarter to
1, that would be fine.

Mr. GREGG. I can’t really at this
time agree to a timeframe because of
the fact that I am not sure who wants
to speak in opposition. I want to give
them adequate time. I don’t mind
going to a vote as soon as we can.

Mr. President, the sugar program as
constituted and as it has evolved over
the years has regrettably become a
raid on the pocketbooks of the Amer-
ican consumer to benefit a small num-
ber of sugar producers in this Nation.

The price of sugar in the United
States is approximately 2 to 2% times
what the price of sugar is on the world
market. The burden of that inflated
price is borne by the consumers. In
fact, the cost to the consumers is ap-
proximately $1.4 billion to $1.8 billion a
year depending on whose estimate you
use. That inflated price is a function of
the fact that we have set up a system
of nonrecourse loans, a very arcane
system which essentially guarantees to
the producer of sugar in this country 18
cents for its cane sugar and 22.99 cents
for sugar beet sugar. In comparison
with the fact that if they were to grow
and try to sell that type of sugar in the
open markets, the amount they would
actually get would be somewhere in the
vicinity of 9 cents. The effect is that
the U.S. consumer is paying the dif-
ference between 9 cents, which is what
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the world price is, and 22 cents for
sugar.

If the market were appropriately ad-
justed to reflect world price, you would
probably end up with a sugar price in
the United States of around 12 cents, or
approximately 55 percent of what the
present price is in the United States.

The effect of this is that all products
that use sugar have an inflated cost. It
costs a lot more than it should.

Who bears that cost? The American
consumer bears that cost. Who is the
American consumer?

We hear all of this debate about
small family farms and how we are try-
ing to protect small family farms. That
is a worthy cause, indeed. But the
American consumer is also under a lot
of economic pressure. The American
consumer—especially if you are living
on a fixed income, if you are a senior
citizen living off your Social Security
check, if you are a welfare mother liv-
ing off payments from the Government,
if you are in a family with a mother
and a father working two jobs trying to
make ends meet, trying to send chil-
dren to school, and trying to make sure
they have a good lifestyle for their
family—is under a lot of economic
pressure, too.

But it turns out that in order to ben-
efit a very small number of growers—
believe me, it is an incredibly small
number of growers—we require all of
these Americans to pay a lot more for
the food they eat than they should
have to pay if we had a market econ-
omy for sugar.

Forty-two percent of the benefit of
the subsidy for sugar goes to 1 percent
of the growers. There are some extraor-
dinarily wealthy families and busi-
nesses in this country who are essen-
tially putting their hands not in the
cookie jar but in the pockets of the
American citizenry and taking money
out of that pocket so that they can
have this ridiculous subsidy on sugar
that is so unrelated to what it costs,
No. 1, to produce it, and No. 2, what the
world price is.

The sugar producer industry has told
us for years: Well, this program doesn’t
cost a thing. It doesn’t cost the Amer-
ican taxpayer anything because there
was no tax payment to support the
sugar program. That was true for many
years. In fact, there was an assessment
fee they paid into the Treasury. It was
sort of what I call a purchase fee. They
got to buy, with one dollar, five dol-
lars. It was a great deal to them. They
paid $1 into the Treasury but they got
$5 back from the consumer.

This is one of the great sweetheart
deals in American political history.
They could charge the sugar producers
their assessment fee and pay into the
Treasury $260 million, which I think
they paid in on the average—something
like that. What they failed to mention
was that for that little assessment fee
they got $1.5 billion of subsidy.

That is a pretty good deal. There are
not too many deals in this country
even in our capitalist system where
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you get a guaranteed return of $1.5 bil-
lion when you pay in $260 million.
There are not that many good deals
like that out there anymore. I don’t
think there ever was. But there are for
the sugar producers. That is history.
That situation no longer exists.

Today, they are not paying in any
more as a net issue. They are actually
now getting paid tax dollars on top of
this subsidy they get—tax dollars
which amounted to about $465 million
because the Government, under the
nonrecourse loan process, had to go out
and buy the sugar. Not only do we have
to buy the sugar, but we have to store
the sugar. We are getting back to that
time of the 1970s and 1980s when Presi-
dent Reagan came in and found ware-
houses full of butter. There were people
in this country who needed butter.
Reagan was smart enough to ask why
we were storing all of this butter and
to get rid of it. They gave it to people
who needed it.

We are starting to do that with sugar
again, just like we did with butter. We
are starting to store sugar. Now we
have one million tons of sugar. It is
projected we are going to have 12 mil-
lion tons of sugar in the next 10 years.
It is going to cost us $1.4 billion in tax
dollars.

This isn’t the subsidy that consumers
pay. We are going to first hit people
with a subsidy. They are going to have
to pay more for sugar than they should
have to pay. Then we are going to hit
them with a tax to produce the sugar
for which they are already paying too
much—$1.4 billion it is projected. We
are going to have 12 million tons of
sugar.

I do not know where we are going to
put it. Maybe we are going to fill up
the Grand Canyon. When you float the
Grand Canyon, you will get all the
sugar you ever wanted. We will have to
find a place to put it. I am sure some-
body will come up with a creative idea
of where we are going to put it. Storing
it will cost a huge amount of money. I
have forgotten, but I think it is maybe
$1 million. But there is an estimate for
that, too. You have to figure we have
to pay to store the sugar.

So we are going to have all this sugar
we do not need. We are going to pay all
these taxes we should not have to pay
to buy this sugar we do not need. And
then we are going to have this program
which continues to produce sugar we
do not need at a price which has no re-
lationship to what the open market
charges for sugar.

Just to reflect on that for a moment,
I have a chart which shows the dif-
ference between the world market and
the American price on sugar.

Some people will say: Oh, but this
world market is a subsidized market.
In some places it is. I acknowledge
that. In some places it is a subsidized
market. But not universally and not
for a majority of the sugar producers in
the world. In fact, if we were to open
American markets to competition, you
could be absolutely sure we could
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structure it in a way that the sugar
that came into the country in a com-
petitive way was not subsidized. So we
would not have that problem. So as a
practical matter, we can get around
that issue, and it is not a legitimate
issue.

So where are we? Basically, where we
have been for many years. In the mid
1980s, the Congress had the good sense
to say: Listen, this program makes
very little sense. There are a lot of peo-
ple making a lot of money at the ex-
pense of the consumers, and there is no
market forces at work here at all. And
there is no reason why we should con-
tinue a program that has all these det-
rimental effects.

There is another detrimental effect 1
need to mention, as long as we are at
it, that is not a monetary one. It is an
environmental one. We know that be-
cause we have so grossly overpriced the
sugar production that there has been
more of an impetus to create more
sugar cane capability, especially in
Florida. The effect of that, on espe-
cially the Everglades, has been dev-
astating—so devastating, in fact, that
last year, under the leadership of Sen-
ator SMITH from New Hampshire, we
had to pass a new bill to correct the
problems in the Everglades, which is
another bill that is going to cost us a
huge amount of money in order to cor-
rect the problem that was created by
the subsidized sugar prices and the
overproduction of sugar.

We know as we clear these fields for
sugar cane production, especially in
Florida—although there is now in place
a system to try to get some logic to
that process—we know that has a huge
detrimental impact on the environ-
ment of that area because most of
these areas are marginal wetlands and
also critical wetlands and especially
recharge areas for the Everglades.

So on top of all the other problems
the program has, it has had this unin-
tended consequence of creating a sig-
nificantly environmentally damaging
event, at least in Florida.

So where does that leave us? As I was
mentioning, in the mid-1980s, we had
the good sense, as a Congress, to say:
Hey, listen. This makes no sense. This
program makes no sense. Why should
we be paying twice the price of sugar
on the open market? Why should we be
paying taxes to buy sugar we do not
need? And why should we be sending
the majority of this money to a small
number of producers when the vast ma-
jority of Americans are affected?

So we actually had a few years with-
out a sugar program. There will be an
argument made, I suspect, that is what
caused the price of sugar to fluctuate.
Yes, it did. That was the idea, that you
would start to see market activity in
the sugar commodity. Unfortunately,
we did not participate in this experi-
ment long enough to find out whether
we could bring market forces to bear.
But we were clearly moving in that di-
rection.

The argument that that fluctuation
in price, which was the precursor of
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having a market event, is one reason
you do not want to have sugar produc-
tion subsidized or one reason you have
to have sugar production subsidized is
as if to say because Ford Motor Com-
pany cuts the price of its car and
comes out with zero financing, we
should suddenly subsidize Ford Motor
Company because the market is clearly
having an effect on their price.

This program is obviously important
to a number of States that have pro-
ducers. But you cannot justify it in its
present structure. It needs to be reor-
ganized.

So what my amendment does is to
eliminate the nonrecourse loan event.
It makes the loans recourse and takes
the savings and moves them over to
the Food Stamp Program so that peo-
ple who are on food stamps and who
need to buy food commodities which
are suffering from an inflated price be-
cause of the sugar industry will have
more money available to them to do
that.

Remember, sugar goes beyond candy,
by the way. Some people think it is al-
ways candy. Sugar is in just about any
product you buy that is a processed
product. It has sugar in it. So if you
are on food stamps, and you are trying
to buy some pasta or you are trying to
buy a meat sauce or you are trying to
buy some sort of hamburger assistance
that gives it a little flare, all of those
products, which are important to the
nutrition of a person on food stamps,
are having an inflated price because
they have sugar in them.

This amendment says, let’s take the
savings which will be regenerated here
and move it into the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. It is a very reasonable amend-
ment. I am sure it is going to pass this
year, even though it may not have
passed in the last 7 years that I have
offered it.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Actually, I do not have any time left,
so I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire yields the
floor.

Who seeks recognition?

The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me use
some time now. I know other col-
leagues want to speak to this issue of
the Gregg amendment. I will speak for
a time on it because there are some im-
portant issues to be discussed.

The Senator from New Hampshire
has, once again, portrayed the sugar
program that has been a part of agri-
cultural policy in this country for a
good number of years as somehow evil
and unjust, going to a small select
group of people.

For the hundreds of farmers in Idaho
who, for the last 2 years, have lost a 1ot
of money raising sugar beets—and
under the new provisions within the
Harkin bill or the Cochran-Roberts
substitute would make no more
money—I find the arguments of the
Senator from New Hampshire inter-
esting and unique—interesting because
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he said he would eliminate the recourse
loan program and transfer the money
to the Food Stamp Program.

It is pretty difficult to transfer
money that does not exist, No. 1, be-
cause under the no-net-cost approach
that is provided within both versions
that we are debating today, there is no
authorized money specific to this pro-
gram.

As we know, over the last good num-
ber of years, because of the buyout of
the market store and resell into the
market concept, actually the Depart-
ment and the Secretary of Agriculture
were making money. There has been
this brief period of time when recourse
loans were purchased back, but from
1991 to 1999 about $279 million was actu-
ally made for the U.S. Treasury, all
from the program. About 1.5 percent of
the commodity program expenditure
actually got caught up in recourse
loans over the last year. But, again,
that is that pool of money out there
used for these purposes, with no speci-
ficity directed to the sugar program
itself.

As the Senator has mentioned, the
sugar program, as we call it, has—and
his graph showed it—brought relative
stability to the sugar market in this
country. I say relative stability be-
cause during that period of time that
he was talking about, in which there
was not a program, there was a sub-
stantial runup and decline in price.

Not only were there dramatic peaks
and valleys, not only did the con-
suming public feel it, but the large
wholesale consumers were, when it was
at its peak, very concerned. It shoved
the cost of their commodities—candy
bars or soft drinks, other uses of
sugar—up. But when that price then
declined, of course, they didn’t reduce
the price of their product because they
had already established a price in the
market.

I find it most fascinating because
there is the general assumption on the
part of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire that, if his amendment were to
pass, the consumer would benefit, and
there is absolutely no evidence in fact
that that would happen. In fact, there
is argument quite to the contrary.

Over the last couple of years we have
seen a dramatic decline in sugar prices
in this country, even with the current
program. Nowhere have we seen any
one retail product on the consumer
market shelf decline as a result of the
reduction in sugar. Where does it go?
My guess is it goes into the profitable
bottom line of that commercial pro-
ducer out there. I don’t argue that. It
is the reality of what we are dealing
with.

I don’t think the amendment the
Senator is offering brings down the
price one penny on a candy bar, one
penny on a bottle of pop, or any other
commodity in the marketplace, from
boxed cereal to any other product that
has sugar added to it to enhance flavor
and to characterize the product to see
it come down. That is simply a false ar-
gument. The reason I use the word
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“‘false’” is because the evidence that it
would is quite to the contrary. The evi-
dence is that it would not because
clearly we have seen that kind of price
not happen in the last several years.

The U.S. producer price for sugar has
been running at 20-year lows for almost
2 years, down more than a fourth since
1996. That is under the current pro-
gram. That is why this past year we
have seen some forfeiture of sugar, and
that is why the Department of Agri-
culture now owns some sugar.

The bill that is before us, the new
policy that will become agricultural
policy, changes that and moves us
clearly back to a no-net cost to the
consumer.

Grocers and manufacturers are not
passing through these lower prices, as I
have mentioned, whatever the product.
While we have seen this drop in price
almost to a historic low, the harm has
not been to the consumer because they
have not felt it, or, the positive side, it
has been to the farm family who has
been the producer of the product and
has had to offer the flexibility that
they must in a production scenario to
offset those kinds of costs.

There are a good many other issues
out there. I see several of my col-
leagues in the Chamber to debate this
issue. I will deal with other portions of
it as we come along.

The United States is required to im-
port, under current law, nearly 1.5 mil-
lion tons of sugar or about 15 percent
of its consumption. We already buy
sugar off the world market. Each year,
whether the U.S. market requires that
sugar or not, that is the agreement.
That is what the program offers.

In addition, unneeded sugar has en-
tered the U.S. market outside of the
sugar import quota through the cre-
ation of products from import quota
circumvention. We, for the last several
years, have had the frustration of what
we call stuffed product, product that is
intentionally enhanced with sugar,
brought into this market reprocessed.
The sugar is pulled out of the product—
in this case molasses—to get around
these kinds of limitations in the mar-
ketplace and limitations to the market
itself. Why? Obviously, sugar is a com-
modity that moves. And we have now
had court tests against that saying,
yes, those are violations.

We also have an agreement with Mex-
ico under the North American Free
Trade Agreement that brings sugar
into this market. So to suggest that we
are immune to a world market is not
all of the story. The story is that 15
percent of the sugar that is in the U.S.
market is world market sugar.

When the Senator from New Hamp-
shire quotes the world market price, he
is quoting the open price. He is not
quoting the price of Western Europe.
He is not quoting the price anywhere
else in the world. All prices differ based
on supply, demand, and access to mar-
kets.

What we have tried to do over the
years with the sugar program is create
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stability, stability to the consumer and
to the producer. Historically, we have
been very successful in doing just that.

We have done it in large part at no
cost to the American taxpayer and, in
fact, at less cost to the American con-
sumer. The dramatic runups in sugar
prices that had to be passed imme-
diately through to the consumer sim-
ply have not existed.

There are a good number of other ar-
guments I know my colleagues want to
make on this issue. It is an important
part of an overall agricultural policy
for this country. It is an important
part of an overall farming scenario for
my State and for many other States in
the Nation. It creates stability in the
farm communities of my State. It has
historically been a profitable com-
modity to raise in Idaho. It is no longer
today.

I hope the programs we are debating
that are within the Harkin bill and
that are within the Roberts-Cochran
substitute will bring stability back to
the sugar beet producer in the Western
States and in the Dakotas and Michi-
gan, and certainly to the cane producer
in the South.

I yield the floor. When the appro-
priate time comes, as the Senator from
New Hampshire has already requested
the yeas and nays on his amendment, I
will ask my colleagues to stand in op-
position to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the comments of my friend from
Idaho. It is an interesting issue. It af-
fects much of the country, all the way
from Wyoming to Hawaii cane sugar,
Louisiana, down to Florida, back
through our part of the world. We are
talking about an industry that pro-
vides nearly 400,000 jobs.

It has been said that this is a small,
minute industry. It is not. In fact, in
my State it is one of the few agricul-
tural crops which are refined, ready for
the market, ready for the shelf when
they leave our State. So we have fac-
tories there that provide employment,
of course. In many rural communities,
sugar is a very important economic
issue, not only to farmers but also to
processors. Economically, it generates
$26 million annually.

The debate over sugar takes place
nearly every year, and the same argu-
ments come up year after year. The
fact is, there is a solid reason to have
an industry of this kind, and I hope it
will continue in the future. By world
standards, U.S. producers are highly ef-
ficient—eighteenth lowest in the cost
of production out of 96 producing coun-
tries and regions—despite, of course,
having the highest labor and environ-
mental standards. Some of the lowest
cost is produced in the West. So we are
interested and involved in that.

As was pointed out, often there is
talk about the world market. The fact
is, the world market is a dump market.
It is what remains after the other
countries use all they can and put it on
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the market. It is not an economic cost.
To compare that is simply not true.
The current prices in all world export
markets are dumped.

Of course, as was mentioned, one of
the things we have just gone through
in terms of Canada is the unfair situa-
tion called stuffed molasses, where it is
against the trade arrangements to
bring in sugar. So they mix sugar and
molasses, bring it across the line, take
it back out of the molasses and market
it as sugar. Fortunately, we were able
to get a court decision on that. Hope-
fully that gimmick is closed. We will
continue to work on it, of course.

The fact is that consumers do ben-
efit. The retail price of sugar is vir-
tually unchanged since 1990. Our prices
are 20 percent below developed market
prices. And interestingly enough, as is
the case with lots of agriculture, the
product price to the producer is quite
different than to the consumer. I think
it points it out here. The producer
price, since 1996, is down 23 percent. At
the same time, the consumer price is
up 6 percent. So the idea that this pro-
gram is a handicap to consumers is
simply not accurate.

As I said, the price for sugar to the
producer has fallen 23 percent, but gro-
cery stores have not lowered their
price. Cereal is up 6 percent. Cookies
and cake are up 10 percent. Ice cream
—my favorite thing—up 21 percent. So
we have a program that affects many
people, which has been good for con-
sumers in this country. We have a pro-
gram that has generated a good deal of
money and since 1990 in market assess-
ment tax. We have lots of good things
in this program, and we need to con-
tinue to make sure it is there for con-
sumers and it is there for producers.

I want to mention a couple of other
items. As an industry, the U.S. retail
price is 20 percent below the average of
developed countries. It is third from
the lowest in the world in the retail
price of sugar. That is interesting, and
it is good for consumers. Certainly, in
terms of the work required to buy a
pound of sugar, the United States is
third from the bottom, only above
Switzerland and Singapore. So in terms
of our economy, sugar is a bargain for
the consumer. As I mentioned, these
prices have gone up.

So we have a program that has
worked, a program that is very impor-
tant to consumers, to producers and
processors, and it will be changed
some. We are going to have more with-
in the industry an effort to control pro-
duction so we don’t have excessive pro-
duction. That is going to be done. Not
only have we had a good program, we
are in the process of having an even
stronger program. I will resist the
amendment on the floor and urge my
fellow Senators to do the same.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the amendment related
to the sugar program. That has become
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sort of a biannual exercise, where we
must come to the floor and defend a
program that has really worked in
favor of not only the American pro-
ducer but also the consumer of sugar
products.

I don’t know how many Members of
Congress, the mail situation being
what it is, have had a lot of people
writing and telling us: You have to do
something about this terrible sugar
program because the price of sugar is
so high that I can’t afford to buy sugar
to sweeten my tea or to use on the food
in my home.

The fact is that the program has
worked very well for both the producer
of the product and also for the con-
sumers of the products. It is a program
that has a great deal of history. Since
about 1985, the sugar program has had
a loan much as the other commodities
have had. The loan has been about 18
cents a pound for cane sugar producers.
That has been the loan level for a num-
ber of years—for about 15 years now. It
has allowed the American sugar pro-
ducer to survive.

Very simply, the program works. If
the market that exists for sugar is
above the loan level, our producers are
able to sell it for whatever they can get
above the 18 cents level. If the price
falls below the 18 cents level for sugar-
cane, then the Government will pro-
vide, in the form of a loan, that
amount per pound to the American
sugar producer. That allows them to
stay in business.

The good news is, unlike some of the
other commodities, our Government
can help guarantee there will be a min-
imum price, trying to control the im-
ports that come into this country.
Some would argue that we should have
free trade and they should be able to
sell into this country anything they
want anytime they want. The reality
of the situation is that most coun-
tries—over 100-some countries in the
world that try to sell sugar in this
country—take care of their own domes-
tic needs, and then they dump the rest
into the U.S. market for any price they
want. They don’t care whether they get
18 cents, or 5 cents, or 8 cents for it;
they just want to get rid of it. They at-
tempt to dump whatever they don’t
need into the U.S. market, which, obvi-
ously, if we didn’t have a program,
would be allowed to destroy the indus-
try in this country completely.

So the farm bill—it is a good pack-
age, and I thank the folks who have
worked in committee to put it to-
gether—will continue that type of pro-
gram, at no cost to the American tax-
payer, which I think is unique in itself
as far as this commodity is concerned.
It is a good program, and it has
worked.

This is really interesting, and I will
use one chart. When people look at
whether the price of sugar is going up—
well, the price to the people who
produce it is going down. Since 1996—
these are producer prices, the people
out in the field. Since 1996, the pro-
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ducer wholesale price level for sugar
has gone down 23.4 percent. That is
since 1996. So when people argue that
somehow producers are getting rich off
the program, the reality is that the
price, according to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, has gone down
23.4 percent over the last 5 years for
the people who actually produce the
product.

If anybody has a complaint about the
price of sugar—and what I mentioned
in my opening comments is that we
don’t have people marching on Wash-
ington, or making phone calls, or writ-
ing letters saying the price of sugar is
too expensive. Nobody is complaining
about it. If you look at the facts, the
products that have increased in price
and some of the products you should go
after are the candy industry, cereal,
cookies and cakes, bakery products,
and ice cream. Those products have
gone up substantially higher over these
years than the wholesale refined sugar
price. Retail sugar increased only 5.8
percent; that is all. So the housewife,
or the person buying groceries for the
family, has not noticed an inordinate
increase in the price of sugar at all. It
is in keeping with the cost of other in-
flationary price increases we have seen,
or even more than the regular in-
creases.

But there have been increases in
products that use sugar. If there is a
complaint, we ought to look at them.
The wholesale price at which they buy
the sugar has gone down 23 percent, but
their price at the retail level has in-
creased by as much as 21.4 percent in
the case of ice cream and 14 percent in
bakery products.

We have a program that has worked
well. We have a loan program that sets
a price that has been 18 cents since
about 1985. It is a good program, and it
operates at no cost to the taxpayer. It
keeps beet farmers and sugarcane
farmers in business. In Louisiana, all of
our cane farmers are small family
farmers; they are not large. They work
hard every day. The only thing they
need is a little bit of assistance that we
provide in this program, at no cost to
the taxpayer.

To change something that has
worked would be the wrong policy. I
strongly urge that we defeat the Gregg
amendment to this important piece of
legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota, Mr. Conrad, is
recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Louisiana for his re-
marks because he is right on target
with respect to this amendment.

This amendment of the Senator from
New Hampshire is a mistake. When the
Senator from New Hampshire gets up
and tells our colleagues that the world
price for sugar is just over 9 cents a
pound, it is not true.

That is not what the world price of
sugar is. If one thinks about it for a
moment, it could not possibly be be-
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cause the cost of producing sugar is
over 16 cents a pound. In fact, it is
about 16.3 cents a pound. So how could
it possibly be that the world price for
the commodity is just over half of what
it costs to produce? It cannot be, or the
entire sugar industry worldwide would
be bankrupt. This is very clear.

I do not think there is anybody who
really knows the sugar industry who
does not understand that the cost of
producing sugar is between 16 and 18
cents a pound. That is what it costs to
produce. So anybody who tells you that
the world price is a fraction of what it
cost to produce is firing with blanks.

The hard reality is, that is not the
world price of sugar. That is a dump
price for sugar. I guess it is easy to un-
derstand how these misassumptions
occur because people are not familiar
with the industry. The fact is, the vast
majority of sugar in the world moves
under long-term contracts. When they
go to this so-called world price, they do
not have what is the true price of
sugar. What they have is what sugar is
dumped for outside long-term con-
tracts. It is a fraction of the sugar that
is sold in the world.

If you want to do a reality test, what
I am saying has to be true because if it
was not, the entire industry would
have gone bankrupt long ago because
they would be getting a price for their
product that is a fraction of what it
cost to produce.

I respect the Senator from New
Hampshire. I like him. I serve with him
on the Budget Committee. He is one of
our most able members. But when he
talks about the world sugar market, he
just has it wrong. When he says the
price of world sugar is less than 10
cents a pound, that is not accurate.
That is a dump price. That is the sugar
that sells outside of long-term con-
tracts.

The occupant of the chair, the Sen-
ator from Hawaii, is deeply knowledge-
able on this matter. The Senator from
Hawaii has helped lead this debate
many years in this Chamber. He under-
stands the industry, and he knows that
the vast majority of sugar in the world
sells under a long-term contract.

That is what I think is misleading
the Senator from New Hampshire.
Those long-term contracts are not part
of this calculation on the so-called
world price because, in fact, it is not a
world price; it is a dump price. It is for
sugar that sells outside of long-term
contracts, that those who have pro-
duced more than they sell under long-
term contracts go out and dump.

I want to go to the next point that I
think is very important for people to
understand. That is the developed
countries’ retail sugar prices. The
United States is 20 percent below the
average. This chart shows what retail
sugar prices are in developed countries:
Norway, 86 cents a pound; Japan, 84
cents a pound; Finland, 83 cents a
pound; Belgium, 75 cents a pound; Den-
mark, 75 cents a pound, and on it goes.
I am part Swedish, 62 cents. I am part
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Danish. Sugar is 756 cents there. Nor-
way—I am part Norwegian, too—is 86
cents. They are paying a lot more in
those countries for the retail price of
sugar than we are paying.

I am part German, too. Germans are
paying 45 cents per pound. Where is the
United States? We are third from the
bottom.

When our colleague from New Hamp-
shire runs out here and says to every-
body that the consumers are getting
gouged, it is not true. It just does not
stand up to any analysis. The fact is,
we are third from the bottom in the de-
veloped world on what we pay for
sugar.

I can understand how confusing the
economics of this industry are to those
who are not familiar with the industry
and not familiar with agriculture, but
the reality is very simple: What farm-
ers are getting has been going down
and going down substantially over the
last several years. We are on the brink
of a massive failure of sugar producers
all across this country because of the
collapse in the prices they are being
paid for their product.

The Senator from Louisiana showed
the prices that sugar producers are re-
ceiving is down 24 percent. That is the
reality. The other reality is that con-
sumers in this country are getting on a
relative basis, on a comparative basis,
looking at what consumers pay in
other developed countries, a very good
deal. The truth is, it is a very competi-
tively priced product in this country
and right around the world.

Finally, the point I think is so im-
portant to me and so important to un-
derstand is when the Senator from New
Hampshire says the world price of
sugar is under 10 cents a pound and
farmers are getting paid 18 cents or 22
cents and there is this huge profit, he
does not have it right.

The world price of sugar is not 9.5
cents a pound. That is the dump price.
That is what a small minority of the
sugar produced in the world sells for,
that sugar which is outside of long-
term contracts. That is where the vast
majority of sugar sells, and the vast
majority of sugar sells for about 20
cents a pound. That is the reality, that
is the fact, and we should not be misled
or misguided as to the economics of
this industry.

It would be a disaster for thousands
of families who produce sugar all
across this country if the Senator from
New Hampshire were to prevail. You
cannot be an island unto yourself. The
fact is, the sugar industry is supported
in virtually every country within
which it is produced—in fact, every
country. Not virtually every, not al-
most every, but every single country.
That is what we are up against.

Either we can fight back and give our
people a fair fighting chance or we can
roll over and play dead and wave the
white flag of surrender—give up, give
in, and let these people go broke and be
poorer for it as a nation.

I hope the Senate will respond, as we
have, so many times in the past in rec-
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ognizing that this industry is impor-
tant to the strength of rural America,
just as the rest of agriculture is criti-
cally important to the strength of
rural America.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana, Mr. BAUCUS, is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I thank
my good friends from North Dakota,
Louisiana, and others who are speaking
against this amendment and explaining
the facts. Once the facts are known, I
believe Senators will know this amend-
ment is not a good idea.

We want a strong agriculture policy
in America, and we want a level play-
ing field. We know that much too often
other countries tend to favor their pro-
ducers, their industries, their compa-
nies at the expense of the TUnited
States, at least more so than we Amer-
icans do.

Every other country has a more, if I
can use the term, socialistic policy;
that is, tends more toward Government
intervention in helping the producers
and companies and their industries,
than does the United States. Frankly,
it is the view of the United States that
we be a more free market, more inde-
pendent, and let producers and compa-
nies pursue their own agenda. At least
on a comparative basis that has made
us stronger than other countries. It is
a major strength of America. Having
said that, we clearly don’t want to
make matters worse.

In the meantime, even though other
countries do subsidize their producers
or their companies or industries more
than we do, we, through our inge-
nuity—this is a general statement;
there are exceptions—are able to fight
back with greater ingenuity, cre-
ativity, good old American can-do,
common sense, and find a way to get
the job done. We don’t moan and com-
plain but fight and get the job done.

This amendment moves us in the op-
posite direction. It says although the
playing field is not level, although it is
tilted today against the United States
with respect to sugar, we will tilt it
even more against American sugar pro-
ducers. That is what this amendment
does.

As other Senators have ably dem-
onstrated, the facts show that com-
pared to other countries the United
States ranks, for Government support
for sugar, third from the bottom. Other
countries protect their sugar industry
much more than the United States.
Sugar prices in the United States are
lower, significantly, to the consumer.

I am having a hard time under-
standing why this amendment is on the
floor. Why would we as Americans
want to hurt ourselves? It is
unfathomable. I cannot come up with a
reason—unless it sounds good on the
surface because we have a quota sys-
tem in the United States that provides
stability to American producers. If
that system in the United States were
eliminated, or if the amendment pend-
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ing of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire were adopted, not only do pro-
ducers already suffering suffer more—
prices are down 23 percent—but local
communities suffer: the shops, busi-
nesses, and gas stations. It is not just
those who work in factories and the
fields producing the cane or the beets.

Sugar is a valuable commodity in my
state of Montana. More than $188 mil-
lion in economic activity is generated
in Montana each year by the sugar and
sweetener industries and creates close
to 3,300 jobs in my state.

The production of sugar in the
United States is a large and competi-
tive operation. Throughout the Nation,
the sugar industry generates 373,000
jobs in 42 States and creates $21.2 bil-
lion in economic activity.

Our American sugar producers are
among the most efficient in the world.
The United States ranked 28 our of 102
sugar-producing countries for the low-
est cost in overall sugar production.
And the United States is the world’s
fourth largest sugar producer, trailing
only Brazil, India, and China.

But despite these positive statistics,
our sugar producers are hurting. Pro-
ducer prices for sugar have fallen
sharply since 1996. Wholesale refined
beet sugar prices are down 23 percent.
Prices for sugar have been running at a
20-year low for most of the past two
years. This has caused a deep hardship
for American sugarbeet and sugar cane
farmers. Many have gone out of busi-
ness and many more are on the brink
of economic ruin.

We have seen 17 permanent sugar
mill closures in the nation since 1996.
These closing are devastating to entire
communities. Devastating to our pro-
ducers, mill employees, transportation,
restaurants, small businesses, and the
list goes on. Some producers are trying
to buy mills that are on the brink of
bankruptcy in order to protect further
communities from these losses.

For example, the Rocky Mountain
Sugar Growers Cooperative is in the
process of purchasing several mills in
the Montana, Colorado and Wyoming
areas. These producers, and the cities
that depend upon them, need a sugar
policy that they can depend upon so
that they can once again flourish.

We need a strong sugar policy. Amer-
ican sugar farmers are efficient by
world standards, and are willing and
prepared to compete on a level playing
field against foreign sugar farmers, but
they cannot compete against foreign
governments. We must give them the
level playing field they need.

I strongly urge this amendment be
defeated. It does not make sense. Once
the Senators know the facts, Senators
will realize this amendment should not
be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I join
my colleagues, who have spoken so elo-
quently and forcefully on this subject,
in urging the Senate to defeat the
Gregg amendment.
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Mr. President, Louisiana is a sugar
State. There are 18 sugar mills and two
sugar refineries in Louisiana and we
have more acreage devoted to sugar-
cane than any other State. Many of our
parishes rely on the sugar industry for
their economic vitality. It is an impor-
tant industry that is hundreds of years
old in the State of Louisiana and
throughout many parts of our Nation.
Nationwide, the sugar industry di-
rectly and indirectly affects 37,200 jobs
in 42 States. It is a $21 billion industry.

At this time in our Nation’s history,
with a recession underway, and with
our efforts to try to build ourselves out
of this recession, we want to do things
in Congress that help, not hurt. The
Gregg amendment is taking us in the
wrong direction. We need to be cre-
ating jobs, not eliminating them. The
sugar industry means thousands of jobs
to Louisiana.

Are consumers harmed by our na-
tional sugar policy? Absolutely not.
Sugar prices have been relatively sta-
ble because of this sugar mechanism in
the farm bill. There are different provi-
sions in this farm bill, but the sugar
provision is unique in that it is a provi-
sion that can actually return money to
the Federal Treasury. It is a self-help
mechanism. From 1991 to 1999, this pol-
icy was a net revenue raiser of $279 mil-
lion. Sugar loans last year amounted
to only a little over one percent of fed-
eral commodity expenditures, and this
negligible cost will be defrayed as that
sugar is gradually sold back into the
market. In addition, between 1997 and
2001, the government rightly spent $90
billion to save rural America from
other commodity forfeitures. None of
that money went to sugar producers.

Because the sugar industry does not
enjoy the same types of price supports
as other commodities, we have devel-
oped over many years in Congress a
program that both maintains low retail
prices and provides support to an in-
dustry that must compete with heavily
subsidized foreign sugar programs. The
Senator from New Hampshire’s Amend-
ment would replace production by effi-
cient, unsubsidized American sugar
farmers with sugar from less efficient,
heavily subsidized producers from
Brazil and Europe.

I believe the American sugar pro-
gram is one worth supporting. It has
been carefully crafted, and helps retain
jobs in Louisiana and around the Na-
tion. It is something we need to con-
tinue to support, not one to move away
from.

Let me also add, I am particularly
pleased with the vote the Senate had
yesterday on the dairy provisions. By a
one-vote margin we came to a com-
promise that will help strengthen the
underlying farm bill. Rejecting the
Senator from New Hampshire’s amend-
ment gives additional strength to a
farm bill that helps keep price supports
in place, that appropriately subsidizes
certain crops, that enables the sugar
industry to continue to flourish in
Louisiana and throughout the Nation
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and, most importantly, protects jobs
that are so important to our Nation at
this particular time.

We have other challenges. We have
trade issues that have to be worked
out, but this amendment offered by
Senator GREGG should be defeated.

I am happy to join my colleagues in
support of that effort.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. I rise in opposition to
the Gregg amendment. In my opinion,
this is a terrible amendment. Essen-
tially it abolishes the sugar program
and significantly injures a good many
family farmers who are struggling
under ordinary circumstances to try to
make a decent living.

I will try to correct some of the mis-
conceptions about the sugar program.
First, I thought I would point out that
this debate is about this.

This is the fun-sized Baby Ruth
candy bar. This debate is about candy
corporations versus family farmers.

I intend to eat this Baby Ruth when
I am finished. That is why I don’t have
a large, full-sized Baby Ruth. This is a
fun size. Let me read for a moment the
ingredients of this candy bar.

For the corporation that makes it, I
am not casting aspersions upon your
product. Since I intend to eat it, I
would be telling people it is a pretty
decent product. Let me describe what
is in it.

Ingredients: Sugar. That is not in
bold type, it just says sugar. That, of
course, misses the point. There is a lot
of sugar in this candy bar. That is what
this debate is about. This debate is
about the price of the sugar that this
company is paying for and putting in
this candy bar.

What else is in this candy bar? Al-
though this debate is about sugar only,
I thought it would be useful, perhaps,
to read the entire list of ingredients:
Roasted peanuts, corn syrup, partially
hydrogenated palm kernel, coconut and
soybean oils, high fructose corn syrup,
dextrose, skim milk. And then emulsi-
fiers—with a couple of emulsifying
words I cannot pronounce—and artifi-
cial flavors, TBHQ. Maybe I won’t eat
this after I finish; maybe I will. Emul-
sifiers: Artificial flavors, carrageenan,
TBHQ, and citric acid to preserve
freshness. Then they have added car-
amel color.

So that is what is in this little old
Baby Ruth. This issue is about the
sugar, the first ingredient in this candy
bar.

This amendment is not new. We have
had this amendment time and time and
time again because those who produce
candy in this country, among others,
want a lower cost of sugar.

Let me ask the question. Has anyone
noticed recently that the price of
candy bars has decreased? Go to the
store, go to the candy counter and pick
out a bar, any bar, and ask yourself,
has there been a reduction in the price
of that bar? Maybe a 10-percent cost re-
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duction? Maybe 20? Maybe 30? Maybe
40? Anybody see any of that? I don’t
think so. Same candy, same price or
higher price, but they are paying less
for sugar.

Who gets the benefit of that so-called
less for sugar? Those who receive lower
prices for sugar are the families out
there in North Dakota and Minnesota
and the Red River Valley who are pro-
ducing sugar beets. They are good,
hard-working honest folks. They
produce a good product. They plant
those beets and they hope very much
they will get a decent crop. When they
get a decent crop, they hope, through
their marketing mechanisms, they will
have a decent price.

But you know what has happened to
the sugar producers and beet producers
and cane producers and so on? The un-
derlying farm bill has been so poor, so
badly constructed in the last 6 or 8
years, that farmers, because the under-
lying farm bill for other crops has been
so poor, farmers have planted more in
beets. That is the fact. It relates, of
course, to the underlying Freedom to
Farm bill, which has been a terrible
failure. But it is not just that there has
been some additional acreage planted.
That is not the issue that drives this
today. We have had some price prob-
lems but that is not the issue that is
driving all this.

Let me give an example of what is
driving it. It always comes back to
this, it seems to me. We have a cir-
cumstance where, for example, today,
on Wednesday, we are going to import
sugar from Brazil into this country. It
is not supposed to be coming in. It is
highly subsidized by Brazil. And Brazil
ships its highly subsidized sugar to
Canada. Then they load liquid molasses
with Brazilian sugar and ship it into
the United States in contravention of
our trade laws. It is a so-called legal
way of cheating. It happens in our
trade laws virtually all the time and
nobody can do a blessed thing about it.

So those who are farming out there
in the Red River Valley, trying to
produce beets, and hope beyond hope
they can support their family and get a
price for their beets, they take a look
at this and say, what about this cheat-
ing in international trade, this so-
called stuffed molasses?

I hold up a Baby Ruth. We all know
what a Baby Ruth is. Has anybody ever
eaten stuffed molasses? Stuffed molas-
ses is a term of art in international
trade that means someone has taken
Brazilian sugar, ran it through Canada,
added it to a liquid and moved it to the
United States, taken the sugar out of
it, and moved it back to Canada. It
comes back again and again and again.
All it is is a transport for Brazilian
sugar which is unfairly subsidized, and
that cuts the legs out from under our
producers and nobody wishes to do any-
thing about it.

I wish someone would come to the
Chamber with half the energy with
which they come to the Chamber on
these kinds of bills to try to get rid of
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the sugar program and cut the legs out
of our producers, I wish they would
come to the Chamber with that energy
and say, let’s stop the cheating in
international trade.

Let’s stop the stuffed molasses, stop
it dead. It is cheating, it is unfair, and
undercuts American producers.

When we are talking about trade,
does anyone think of the farmer in
Minnesota or North Dakota who is out
there trying to raise beets, that their
responsibility is to compete against
Brazilian producers who are being un-
fairly subsidized? Is that trade that is
fair? I don’t think so, not where I come
from. In my hometown, we understand
what fairness is. We grew up under-
standing the definition of the word
“fair.”

What is happening to our farmers in
international trade, all of our farmers?
And I can go through long lists dealing
with the issue of durum wheat in Can-
ada and others, but let me focus on this
issue of trade in sugar to demonstrate
how unfair it is to American producers.
Yet we do not have any energy coming
to the Chamber, except those of us who
have been trying desperately to write a
law which prohibits that molasses com-
ing down here under the term of
“stuffed molasses.”” That is simply a
liquid truck to bring Brazilian sugar
into this country to hurt American
producers.

We have had people say today that
the world price for sugar is way down
here. The U.S. price for sugar is way up
here. I guess they just miss the facts
about how sugar is both produced and
then marketed around the world. Al-
most all sugar around the world is
traded by contract, country to country.
That which is not is the residual
amount of sugar surplus that is
dumped on the open market at an arti-
ficial price. It has nothing at all to do
with the market value at which sugar
is selling or is being bought and sold. It
has nothing to do with that.

So we have people come out here
with a chart with a price that is irrele-
vant. It is just irrelevant. If this were
automobiles, that would be the salvage
price but it is irrelevant to what a new
car is selling for.

On the issue of price, let’s put that to
rest once and for all. The price for
sugar is the price at which sugar is
traded internationally and predomi-
nantly the price at which it is traded
internationally by contract is not at
all related to the dump price that has
been alleged as the world price by
those who offer this amendment.

Let me hold up a couple of charts
that other of my colleagues have used
as well. Some say, well, this really
doesn’t matter. All that matters here
is the price of sugar in the grocery
store. The fact is, what matters is that
this is an important part of this coun-
try’s economy. It provides over 400,000
jobs, a good many of those jobs in
North Dakota and the Red River Val-
ley, men and women who have a dream
to run a family farm and make a liv-
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ing, and they expect public policy to
support that. They expect public policy
to weigh in in their favor against un-
fair trade.

Instead, too many bring public policy
to the floor of the Senate that says
let’s give the candy corporations a lit-
tle more benefit and take it away from
those who are trying to run a family
farm. I have nothing against candy cor-
porations. I eat candy—probably more
than I should. As I said, I intend to eat
this piece of candy. But the candy cor-
porations have done right well. What
has happened is they have seen a sub-
stantial reduction in the price of sugar
and they love it. They have seen a sub-
stantial increase in their profits and
they enjoy it, but has the consumer
seen any evidence that the price of
sugar is lower than it was? No. This is
a transfer from the pockets of those
running a family farm trying to
produce sugar beets to the corporate
coffers in the accounts called ‘‘profits”
in the pockets of some of the largest
candy companies in the country. That
is what it is. It is revenuesharing. It
takes from those who have not and
gives to those who have.

When you strip away all the pieces of
this debate, this dispute is very simple
at its core. This industry produces a
great many jobs in this country. It is
important to this country. It faces fun-
damentally unfair trade, and it has a
sugar program that for many, many
years has worked, contrary to other
farm programs that have been miser-
able failures. Now we have had, rou-
tinely, people come to the floor of the
Senate to say we want to take apart
that which works. It doesn’t make any
sense to me.

The producer prices for sugar plum-
met. The wholesale refined price for
sugar—you see what happened, a 23.4-
percent reduction.

I asked the question about the candy
bar, but let me ask it about a box of ce-
real. That cereal aisle in the grocery
store is a wonderful aisle. It has so
many different kinds of cereal these
days you can hardly stop to see them
all or understand them all. There are
just lots and lots of boxes of cereal.

When I take my Kkids to the grocery
store with me, they know all those
names. They have seen them adver-
tised. They want to buy the most byz-
antine boxes of cereal I have ever heard
of. Occasionally they sneak them into
the grocery cart.

Has anyone ever seen a reduction in
the price of cereal as a result of a re-
duction in the price of sugar? I don’t
think so. Has anyone seen a reduction
in the price of cookies or cakes at the
retail level? No. They are heavy users
of sugar. How about other bakery prod-
ucts? What about ice cream? Is ice
cream selling at a substantial reduc-
tion? Of course, that is a tremendous
carrier of sugar as well. No. I don’t
think so. What about doughnuts? Is the
price of doughnuts down because the
price of sugar has plummeted? I don’t
think so. I think the price of dough-
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nuts is up. I think the price of candy
bars and cookies is up, including the
profits of candy manufacturers who
now want more. They want more. This
is not enough. They want more.

They want to kill the sugar program.
The answer to those interests that
want to do that is, you are not going to
be able to do it—not today, not tomor-
row, not next month, and not next
year. This is a program that works. It
is constructed in a way that works. It
works for American family farmers and
for American consumers.

We have a stable supply of sugar and
a stable price. We had it for a long time
until the most recent problems that, in
my judgment, came about because the
underlying farm bill didn’t work.

Stability of supply and price serves
both the family farmer interests and
consumer interests. I think there are
other interests here. I admit that.
There is the interest of the candy man-
ufacturers, and there are interests of
others. But I am most especially inter-
ested in the broader question of public
interest that reflects those who live
and work on our land in this country—
family farms—and the interests of the
broader spectrum of the American pub-
lic who want a stable supply at reason-
able prices on their grocery store
shelves. That is what this issue is
about.

I don’t disparage those who have of-
fered this. They come from their per-
spective. They represent the candy
manufacturers. Some other interests
want lower sugar prices.

I represent family farmers who want
a fair deal. All they want is a fair deal.
They are not getting it. This amend-
ment would further destroy their op-
portunity to make a living. We are
going to Kkill this amendment, I hope,
in the next couple of hours.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The Senator from
Hawaii is recognized.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak against the amendment
being offered by my colleague from
New Hampshire, Mr. GREGG, that will
terminate the sugar program. This pro-
gram is a vital subsidy that provides
valuable assistance to U.S. sugar farm-
ers and ensures that sugar remains an
affordable commodity for American
consumers. While we are all facing dif-
ficult times, I must remind my col-
leagues that American farmers are
hurting.

We must also realize that should we
lose the sugar program in our country,
our sugar farmers would go out of busi-
ness and we would be at the mercy